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PRI DEMORE: Just give us a couple of m nutes to change audi ences.
M. Lee, do you have any introductory comrents?

LEE: | was |ooking for the m crophone and it's right in front of
me and | guess that was a subtle nessage that | shouldn't say nuch
and should get on with the discussion. This nmeeting was conti nued
fromlast week and the stated intent of the continuation was for
the Board to discuss what the next steps in the conprehensive plan
review process were. And | think that is primarily at this point a
di scussi on anong the three Conm ssioners and certainly we are here
to respond to any questions that you have.

MORRI S: | have a question. M. Lee, | had E-mail ed you yesterday
and |'ve not had tine this nmorning to see if you responded, we
received on the 12th of this nonth, which was |ast Friday, a letter
from CTED and they had sone comments in there about what they had
reviewed and |

was -- you were hoping that we nmi ght be able to advance with the
text at |east today and I was wondering if that |etter made any
difference to you in your hopes for the text?

LEE: | would say that today, as | stated, was primarily discussion
of the next steps. One of those steps that | would urge would be
to the extent possible try and adopt the text, the code changes, et
cetera, but | wasn't expecting that today. And, yes, | do believe
that we need to review the CTED comments before we do that.

MORRI S: Thanks. Thank you. |1'mgoing to need to get ny book.

STANTON: I'mjust trying to figure out what you just said. Dd
you want us to actually go ahead and identify those elenments within
the plan that we coul d adopt today or are you saying that we ought
to today discuss when we w ||l nake decisions on the text?

LEE: | was -- the latter | think it would be good to identify and
| think sone of these things could be done very soon when we could
identify and to do so we'd need to devel op the appropriate

ordi nances and whatnot as well.

PRI DEMORE: What's the -- well, let's wait for Conm ssioner Mrris



to be back. | guess just what I'mthinking is nmy sense after the
public discussions and everything is that we are not going to be
able to conclude the plan either by year-end or in the next few
weeks and that we're probably | ooking at about six nonths | onger.
What woul d be the advantage of nmoving forward with any of it
separate fromthe other pieces?

LEE: | see M. Lowry junping here. Probably final adoption should
go together, but I think it would be clearly stated that you coul d
make sort of a statenment of intent to adopt or something of that
sort for these other things so that basically if we're continuing
to focus on capital facilities, we can focus on capital facilities
instead of having to worry about a | ot of these other vari ables
that may be out there.

LOARY: Rich Lowy. The County Code does have a provision for
intent to rezone. Now that's not directly applicable to the comp
pl an, but the Board could use that same technique if you chose to
and say our intent is to adopt this docunent once these issues are
resolved in a way that results in internal consistency, one of

whi ch obviously is capital facilities. There may be other issues
that the Board identifies need nore work, but | think the Board
could at this point lay to rest subject to those issues as nuch of
the plan as you choose to.

PRI DEMORE: And that would sinmply narrow the scope of where you go
from here.

LEE: (Nods head affirmatively.)
PRI DEMORE: What's the Board's preference?

STANTON: | know that | want the capital facilities information and
we' ve had the discussion about what cones first, draw ng the
boundari es or having the capital facilities plans. Oiginally I
woul d have wanted to have proposals fromCities that had supporting
evi dence that they could serve an area, but | understand the cycle
we got into where the County was changi ng the boundaries and it was
real hard for Cities to do their planning. And special purpose

districts as well, not just Cities. So | think we need to do sone
lines on a map, they may be dotted |lines, but we need to conme to
sone agreenent. | don't know that that would be today, naybe

that's sonething we do right after the 1st of the year and then
al l ow those boundaries to be the ones that jurisdictions can plan
to and put their capital facilities plans together.

| don't renenber hearing a |ot of comment on the plan text. In
fact it Kkind of surprised nme that sone of the organizations
supporting econom c devel opnment, for exanple, didn't comrent on the

proposed el enent for econom c developnment. | don't think all the
way through the process on sone of the rather key chapters in the
pl an that there were a whole | ot of comments. | renmenber one from

school districts, and a request for a code change actually from
them but | guess | don't feel |ike we got a whole | ot of comrent



on the plan. And | don't know whether that was everybody focusing
on the maps because they were changing or if it's perfect the way
it is.

| think one of the things that | would like to put at rest early on
is the planning assunptions. W heard sonme things during testinmony
t hat we ought to go back and reconsider that, and the other day |
just had this horrified feeling that we were never ever going to be
done with this. It was just because you can constantly ask for

addi tional information that makes your decision nore certain, but I
find a whole ot of things that are uncertain in this as we go
forward and with the focus that |'ve wanted to put on the job
produci ng | ands, that's one area where | feel really unconfortable
about trying to tie any nunmbers to job producing |ands just because
there is so nmuch variation. There are the planning nunbers and
then there are the actual capacity nunbers and you can make any
assunmpti on you want to on whether we're going to get 20 jobs per
acre or 3 jobs per acre.

And so | nmean | think that there's a range in a | ot of these.

think we're dealing with averages and ranges and so |'m confortable
with the planning assunptions that we adopted before we put the
proposed plan in place, so I'd like to nove forward with trying to
solidify those anyway.

PRI DEMORE: Comment s, Conmi ssioner Morris?

MORRIS: Well, | would |like to see us do at a m nimum an avail abl e
bui | dabl e | ands i nventory on the three nost recent nmaps, the
preferred -- it wasn't the preferred, it was the proposed

alternative fromJuly, the staff recomendation to the Pl anning
Conmmi ssion that nmoved lines in Battle G ound and Vancouver, and
then again the recommendati on fromthe Planning Comm ssion to the
Board of County Comm ssioners which made nore changes in the |ines
and they added significantly to Ridgefield. We don't know what we
have out there. W' ve had a nunmber of people testify about houses
under construction, areas that are zoned or supposed to cone in at
R1-6 to R1-10 where it's already built and we can't -- that |
bel i eve would automatically fall off of our inventory of |lands if
we were to run those nunbers on them So we don't know what we've
got right now in any of those maps that's very secure.

Sol'd like to see us find out what we've got first of all and see
if it even begins to accommodate what we are hoping for. | think
staff would | ove to see a reconfirmation of the assunptions. |
cannot support the assunptions. | didn't at the tinme they were
made in July and | haven't changed ny m nd about them Ironically
| guess the one assunption that | do think is probably okay is the
popul ati on forecast and that's the one that's been under a whole

| ot of pressure, but all of the rest of the assunptions were
changed so dramatically that effectively what we' ve done is between
the preferred alternative and any of the other alternatives, we

i ncreased the urban popul ati on by 50 percent and we decreased the
amount of available land for them by 50 percent.



So when we took out the market factor and we took out the -- we

t ook the househol ds per popul ati on and we changed the

i nfrastructure deduction, we wound up with not enough land to
accommodat e what we want to do. | believe we haven't so | -- if

t he assunptions continue to stay on record, again | don't agree
with the way nost of them were changed in July, and nost of all
don't agree with our dependence on 50 percent of what we cal
avai |l abl e buil dabl e | ands as underdevel oped or underutilized when
we don't know how underutilized and we are assunm ng over, you know,
50 percent of that avail able buil dable I and and 70 percent of that
is going to devel op sonehow or other which is a heavy dependence so
| can't support that.

So | guess I"'mclarifying nmy position once again, we need a market
factor for a margin of error, we need -- our infrastructure

deducti ons are based on studies that were done in a built out

envi ronnent, we have docunented studies submtted by a nunber of
conpani es and private citizens suggesting that the infrastructure
deduction is significantly larger than that 28 percent. The City
of Battle Ground has docunmented their infrastructure deduction at
38 percent and so | think we need to reexam ne that assunption that
changed. So again | want to be on record if you're going to
reconfirmyour assunptions and | don't agree with them

PRI DEMORE: We've got four essential pieces of this, the
assunmptions, plan text, |and use, capital facilities plan. The

| and use and capital facilities plan is what nost of the discussion
has been about and that's the portions that | think would be

difficult for us to resolve in the short-term | nean | think
that's where we've got that discussion is going to need a few nore
months. |I'mnot interested in reconsidering the assunptions. |

think they' ve been through significant process and significant
debate and there's information on all sides and that's an issue
that we could continue to debate for years, so |I'mnot interested
in reconsidering the assunptions. The plan text overall |'m

pl eased with, | think there's a couple of issues including the
school districts' request and also regards to the no net | oss
policy, what form does that take, that | think needs nore

di scussion. |I'mincreasingly concerned about sonme of the
information that came out Friday from staff regardi ng conversion or
devel opnent of |ands that are being proposed for inclusion
specifically around Meadow G ade where areas that have been
tentatively designated for industrial zoning have suddenly rushed
forward with devel opnent of residential.

The | onger this plan goes on and the discussion about the plan goes
on, the nore that's going to happen where we sinply | ose control
over even the ability to plan for those areas and | think sonething
shoul d be done to prevent that fromgoing further. Specifically I
think that if we are going to continue this discussion that we do
need sone formof noratoriumin the unincorporated part of Clark
County to stemthat activity while we continue our discussions.

Put that out there for thought.



STANTON: No, | agree with you. And staff's recomendati on had
been rather than specifically a noratoriumthat we designate these
areas as urban reserve. |Is that sonething that we can do at this
point in the process, M. Lowy, based on a tenporary basis?

LOWRY: And you're tal king about Meadow G ade, | think that's where
the concern is, the rest of the rural or npst of the expansion
areas are already in urban reserve and so have | arge | ot
requirenments. | think ny recomendation if you want to do that,
decide to do that, that that be done as an enmergency action now.
And given the statutory framework for enmergency actions that would
give us enough time to -- you'd have to hold a hearing within 60
days but we would catch up by the tinme you were ready to adopt the
full plan with the extent of the time frame during which that

enmer gency action can | ast.

MORRIS: So | guess I'"'ma little unclear. You are suggesting that
we pass an energency ordi nance inposing a noratoriumon certain
areas for what reasons or help out --

LOARY: | think nmy only -- although | haven't had a significant
anmount of discussions with the planning staff, ny understanding
that the concerns primarily are in the Meadow G ade rural center,
the rest of the proposed expansi on areas al ready are under some
sort of larger lot zoning, primarily urban reserve.

PRI DEMORE: Even the larger |ot zoning, however, can be
problematic. | mean right now we have urban reserves of 10 and 20,
if you've got a 50-acre parcel you could now -- and you're being
proposed for industrial or business park which we've heard several
folks testify in opposition to being zoned those things because
they are harder to devel op, they do take |onger tinme, they could
now cone in even under urban reserve zoni ng and subdivide down to
10 acres which still stands in the way of what our overal
|l ong-termgoals are. So | -- and I don't think that's limted just
to Meadow 3 ade, it's true around the existing urban growth
boundari es and even within the urban growth boundaries where there
may be a need to do sone rezoning as this discussion goes forward.
So | don't think the urban reserve designation is going to fix
this probl em

STANTON:  \Which brings it back to a noratorium on devel opnent
outside of urban growth boundaries and within reserve areas or
just plain in general outside urban growth boundaries?

PRIDEMORE: | think outside of city limts because of the
possibility that we may need to do sonme rezoning in order to put
the plan in bal ance.

LOVWRY: \When you say "noratorium on devel opnent” you're talking
nore than | and divisions?

PRI DEMORE: | was specifically suggesting | and divisions. Wat



el se you got ?

LOWRY: Not hi ng, but you said "devel opnent” and that could be
broader. And that would preclude divisions that were | ess than 20
acres, above 20 acres no County review is required, so a noratorium
on | and divisions wouldn't preclude sonmebody fromdividing into
20-acre parcels or |arger parcels.

MORRI S: Okay. First of all, M. Lowy -- what | hear you sayi ng,

Comm ssi oner Pridenore, | don't knowif I'mright or not, is a
noratorium an enmergency ordi nance declaring a noratoriumon al
devel opnent applications whether they are -- | don't know about
building permts, but if they are |and divisions or site plan
reviews or anything else. First of all, M. Lowy, is that second,
is that legal? Second, M. Carson, how do you pay your people if

you have no incone for two nonths?

LOWRY: | guess first it is in concept legal. It was in fact done
by Clark County in 1992 where as an energency action the Board
adopted the large | ot subdivision ordinance and then in | think it
was '93 actually did a nmoratoriumon those |arge | ot divisions
until the plan was adopted.

PRI DEMORE: And that is what |'m suggesting.

STANTON: So spell it out again. Wat would happen with what
you' re suggesting, Conm ssioner?

PRI DEMORE: That we woul d decl are today emergency action decl aring
a noratoriumon all areas outside of city limts for the 60-day

period obviously for the emergency action, but with the intention
that it would be in place until the conprehensive plan is adopted.

LOWRY: You said "city limts,” | would construe from your conmments
that you would do an energency action precluding |and divisions
within areas outside of existing UGAs.

PRI DEMORE: Again, ny intention was everything outside of city
limts because the unincorporated urban growth area could be
subject to rezones as we nove forward and if, what do you call it,
mani pul ati on or devel opnent artificially noves forward to preclude
t hose options that that's going to nmake it nmore difficult for us to
make deci sions on the conp plan. But it's just one idea.

STANTON:  Well, no, | agree with you. |I'mtroubled by what | read
in the packet that came fromstaff as well. W had heard and we
had a number of witten comrunications from people, and I'mtrying
to remenber, | think they were all in the Meadow G ade area, and

all had to do specifically with these parcels that are zoned for
enpl oynment use being divided up into residential large |lots and

that certainly does inpact some of the decisions that we have to
make sonmehow. And it's a shane it happened, but it is a fact.

MORRI S: So, M. Lowy, we have the legal authority to just tell



people that in a certain area they can't do what their legal right
to do with is their land, is with their |and because we may want to
do sonmething else with it?

LOWRY: Actually the classic reason for a noratoriumis to preserve
status quo whil e conprehensive planning is undertaken.

MORRI S: But the status quo is that they can make those | egal
di vi si ons under |and --

LOWRY: No, that you mamintain the existing status quo and precl ude,
gquote, for a limted period of time fromexercising their rights to
devel op.

STANTON: And | don't like noratoriuns in general, it's a sign of
not doi ng adequate planning. 1In this case we're trying to do the
adequate planning so it's pretty nmuch turned it on its head. Your
proposal would be for two nonths and then we'd hold the hearing and
put out a plan of work?

PRI DEMORE: Well, hopefully we would have a plan of work sooner
than that, but ny expectation is that the only way we're going to
preclude this kind of preenptive actions on the part of a very
smal | nunber of developers is that we woul d need to have this
nmoratoriumin place until the conprehensive plan is conpl eted.

STANTON:  |'Il support that, Comm ssioner.

LOWRY: A question. You earlier -- | now have the geographic area
in mnd, anything outside the city limts. You had first said
"devel opnent™ nmeant subdivision, but if we're doing it wi thin urban
growt h areas "devel opnent” can al so occur through site plan
approval. Is it your intent to also have a noratoriumon site plan?

PRIDEMORE: My intention is to preclude this kind of junping in and
attenmpting to avoid the conprehensive plan designations. |If site
pl an needs to be included to --

LOWRY: | guess ny confusion is that very few proposed changes are
in this update within existing UGAs.

PRI DEMORE: That's the case right now. W don't know what's going
to come down as the capital facilities plans cone together, do we
end up with nore upzoning of urban | ands and preserving those
options seens to be pretty vital as we cone down to the cl osing
months of this. And I'd be -- the idea of just going outside of
urban growt h boundaries, existing urban growth boundaries, is not a
bad conprom se. | get worried about noratoriunms too. | don't
think the inmpact on Rich Carson's revenue is real, but it's also
short-term because as soon as the noratoriumgets lifted
applications will conme in anyway. But maybe that's say a
conprom se is just going outside of existing urban growth
boundari es.



STANTON: CQutside of current urban growth boundari es.
PRI DEMORE: That way we don't shuck off everything.

STANTON: Right. I'mjust trying to renmenber all of the pieces
that we're tal ki ng about.

PRI DEMORE: The | argest areas woul d be around Battle G ound and
Ri dgefi el d.

STANTON:  Well, and I'mthinking on the 119th. Pat, can you help
me, is that -- | don't have the existing boundaries, the existing
urban growt h boundaries, that big proposal on 119th east of 117th,
is that inside currently or outside? W s that a rezone?

LEE: 119t h east of?
STANTON: 117t h.

LEE: Along 119th currently there is kind of a -- there's a few
peni nsul as of urban growth boundary into the rural area.

STANTON: That one, can you tell me?

LEE: Any of those, okay. |If it is yeah, any of those, the yellow,
brown or blue parcels on that picture are currently outside of --

STANTON: Qut si de the UGBs?
LEE: -- UGBs.
STANTON: Well, it should work then.

PRI DEMORE: Well, so that idea is out there as a possible action
and then we've still it sounds like we're in agreenent regarding
| and use and capital facilities plan to postpone deci si ons about
that for some period of tine, six nonths.

STANTON: But you do agree that we would need to put some |ines on
a map? | nmean another little disconfort that | have is the, and we
heard it froma nunber of the nmenbers of the public who spoke, the
timng between the Pl anning Conm ssion's recomendati on and then
when we were getting coments was very short and a | ot of people
didn't have an opportunity to even realize the inmpacts. So | think
we need to go through a very deliberative open discussion about,
you know, what we want to do with the nmap as a result of the
recomendati on fromthe Pl anni ng Conm ssi on.

LEE: Yes, | agree, you would definitely need to at |east adopt
sone planning lines there so that the service providers could do
their capital facilities analysis based on that geographic area.

MORRIS: Am | the only one interested in that avail abl e buil dable
| ands exam nation to see what we've got?



STANTON: |'m not sure that -- well, | guess what would you do?
Woul d you go back -- and this whole plan is built on 2003 to 2023
so l'"mjust trying to figure out where that fits in. Do you go
back and do a nore, how do you figure for 20037

MORRI S: Okay. |1'd take the land that we've got and I would first
of all ask M. Carson what he sees on it in terns of pending
applications. |1'd work with the private sector to see what do they
know about that land. | mght get in nmy car and drive out and wal k
across it and see whether or not there's anything built onit. 1[|'d
| ook to see whether or not the assessed valuation of what was built
on it is going to nake it automatically fall out of our avail able
bui | dabl e | ands i nventory. W have for instance right now the
proposal for the subdivision along 199th or 119th that very
expensi ve one that we've had any nunber of --

LEE: West M nster Walk, is that the one?

MORRIS: Yes, that's it, thank you. | think it's currently
proposed as R1-6 or sonmething |ike that and there are a nunber of
acres there and if you were to calculate the nunmber of acres as
open and put six units per acre average on them you' d get a whole
| ot of stuff, but the fact of the matter is it's going to fall out
of the inventory. And so it nmay cone into the urban growth
boundaries, but it's not available buildable, and it's not even

underutilized, so sonmehow or other you'd need to make up for that
acreage, otherw se you'll never be able to achieve the planned
densities. And, again, you'll hit that 75 percent threshold over
the land in two years and we'll be right back doing this again. So

and those are the steps that | would take.

PRI DEMORE: We've been around this issue before. The vacant
bui | dabl e I ands is based on a nodel, a set of assunptions that go
into it that is flawed, that is not perfect, that it has errors
that go both ways and it can designate sone | and as buil dabl e
that's not and other |land as not buildable that is. The theory is
is that in the end all of those errors wash out and in aggregate
you have an accurate, an accurate set so.

STANTON: And that was what | neant by averages, that it does wash
out is probably a better way to put it. | renmenber -- | believe
remenber the City of Vancouver testifying, and it nmay have been on
one of the many Pl anning Comm ssion tapes that | watched and it may
have been in front of us, that let's see if | can remenber Section
30, the Evergreen Airport and Gateway if | renmenber right, those
were all deenmed to be devel oped and that was quite an awakeni ng for
me to recogni ze the extent of the flaws that are in the nodel. And
| do think that it washes both ways and | do think on the average
we' re probably as about as close as we can get for the noney that
we've put into it, which is substantial.

MORRIS: | don't disagree with you about that, but it just seenms to
me like it's not. O course | could say this all the tinme and



staff always rolls their eyes at ne. | nean wal k out and | ook at
it and see. | took a tour one afternoon wi th, oh, how soon we
forget, a very nice young man that I w sh had stayed with us but
the City of Vancouver stole him and Oiver Ojiako, and I can't
remenber whether, M. Higbie, you went with us or not, but we went
out and we actually | ooked at that inventory of underutilized |and,
and, yes, sonme of it will clearly devel op, but some of it was so
far off. A piece of land that we | ooked at at one corner had shown
as underutilized on our formula, and |I'm not suggesting that you
change your formula on that, the assessed valuation part of it or
any of that, but | nmean you just | ook at this house and you know
that piece is not going to develop. It can't because of the

pl acenment of the driveway or the front, frontage or something el se
like that. So that's clearly ny preference. And even if you ran a
rough nodel on them West M nster Walk is going to fall out. And
the chances are very good that so is Wi sper Mirning Meadows - -

LEE: Morni ng Meadows.

MORRIS: -- or a couple of the others that we' ve had people testify
about. And we heard that a part of the area right by the

Fai rgrounds that we had marked dark blue for manufacturing of some
ki nd or industrial has got |arge houses on it, that's going to fall

off too. | mean it's just -- there's just stuff that's going to
fall off.

STANTON: | guess. But still you have to make the assunpti on when
if the price is right sonmebody may sell and it may convert. | nean

we had sonmeone stand up, in fact a nunber of people stand up, and
say before they knew that the line on the map had been drawn they
were getting inquiries fromreal estate salesnmen ready to |ist
their property or they had an investor in mnd and | got the

i npression that these people had big houses on big lots. So it's
real hard to say what the market is going to do. | don't think we
can. | don't think we'd be very good as specul ators.

MORRI S:  No, absolutely, we would not, that's definite. But the

ot her side of that is, Comm ssioner Stanton, | don't want to
pressure people, | don't want to say that the only way we can

achi eve our conprehensive plan goals is if we pressure soneone wth
a big new house on a nice lot to sonehow or other subdivide. |
don't want to do that so.

STANTON: | don't either. And | do -- even though I'minterested
in this proposal for a noratoriumto give us sonme additional

pl anning tinme, there are a nunber of proposals that came fromthe
Pl anni ng Conm ssion that to nme violate what | would have as a
requirenment if | were designating a zoning on a |land. And one of

t hose was sonmething we heard clearly fromthe nei ghborhood

associ ations and others having to do with reasonabl e transitioning
bet ween | and uses and in sone cases what cane to us fromthe

Pl anni ng Conm ssi on doesn't allow for that. There's work to be done
clearly.



PRI DEMORE: That's about as clear as nud.

STANTON: | know. | just |I can't get to supporting another run of
t he vacant buil dable lands. | nean there was a | ot of ground
truthing done all along in this whole al nost five-year process now
and we know that there are errors both ways and |I'I| accept that
there are errors both ways.

PRI DEMORE: Okay. So we don't want to do an update to that?

STANTON: No. And | want to accept the assunptions the way they
are.

PRI DEMORE: We want to accept the assunptions the way they are.
Plan text?

STANTON: | don't know that |I'mready today. |If you guys are | can
muddl e through it but --

PRIDEMORE: | still think we have a couple of issues out there that

STANTON: So do |.

PRI DEMORE: -- we need. And we can do that today | suppose, but |
don't feel a necessity to do it today.

STANTON:  Good.

PRI DEMORE: And who knows, nmaybe as the other pieces cone together
suggests sonme things. Land use mapping issues, you want to have a
di scussi on about that?

STANTON: As soon as we can after the 1st of the year.

PRI DEMORE: Are you confortable with that?

STANTON: | wouldn't mnd having just a blank nap to draw on.

PRI DEMORE: Any di scussion or thoughts on what we've heard so far?
STANTON: Not to start over again, | heard that --

MORRIS: |I'mnot going to color on a map agai n, Comm ssi oner
Stanton. The last time around | was the only one who did what | was
asked and actually colored on a map and it was useless so |'m not
going to do it again.

STANTON: | was just speaking for myself on that one. | have a | ot
of notes given all of the public testinony at both the Planning
Conmmi ssion |level and in front of the Board, as well as the vol unes
of E-mails and letters that we' ve gotten, sonme thoughts about
adjustnments that 1'd like to see, but | have no idea howif | were
to nake those changes the nunbers would cone out. In fact | don't



feel secure that | know how the nunbers shake out after the
Pl anni ng Conm ssi on got done.

MORRI S: That's why | wanted the avail abl e buil dabl e | ands
inventory and | want us to take a | ook and see whether or not we've
hit our goals. That's the point of doing that.

STANTON: | think you can do that w thout running that nodel again.

MORRI S: Well, you can hypothesize about it. You can say we've
added this many gross acres.

STANTON: We have so many things we can hypot hesi ze about. | guess
the piece that keeps com ng back to ne on a regular basis is this
whol e di scussi on of what we do on industrially zoned | ands and it
cane out with the discussion out in Ridgefield that resulted in
their EMOU or whatever that thing is called where the people who
are experts in the market today are telling us that it's not w se
like it used to be to hold industrial |ands sacred and not allow
for m xed uses on those lands. Now if we're going to follow that

i ne of reasoning and we are going to change our industrial policy
or Cities are significantly as we've heard from both Ri dgefield and
Battl e Ground, that makes a big difference in what happens on those
| ands, assunptions as to what population it can carry as well as
what jobs it can carry, and so | feel |like the whole thing is very
| oose right now.

PRI DEMORE: Well, the portions -- the |arge issues that we heard
during the public coment period that I think I'"mcertainly

fl exi bl e about and woul d reconsider, one is that area around the
Fai rgrounds south portion you nmentioned and I'mvery famliar with
that area and it's not going to becone an office park.

STANTON: Is that the MII Creek area? |s that what you're talking
about ?

MORRI'S: | can't renenber the name of it, but there was one

gentl eman who hasn't built yet and if we were to adopt the zoning
there he couldn't build a house on it and he couldn't do anything
else with it.

PRIDEMORE: So | think that piece | think --

STANTON: ©Oh, | know which one you're tal king about.

MORRIS: Yes, it's just to the south of the Fairgrounds.

STANTON: It's the long blue, it's where the urban growth boundary
goes funny right now.

MORRI S:  Yes.
STANTON: It's around two pieces.



PRI DEMORE: Yeah. | don't know about the whole thing, but that

pi ece to the west, that western corner where the nine lots are |
think it would kind of be nice to bring themin because ot herw se
they just becone this |low density island out there but not to
rezone. | don't know if you can bring sonebody in with two and a
hal f acre zoning inside an urban growth boundary.

MORRI S:  Sure you can.

PRI DEMORE: So maybe that's the conpron se that gives everybody
what they want and still keeps the plan from you know, becom ng a
checkerboard of what's in and what's out.

MORRI S: Well, we have the option of applying different kinds of
zoning to it.

LOARY:  Yes.

MORRI S: We have the option of applying -- what is it that's on

t hat huge piece on the far west of our UGB south of Sal non Creek by
the sewage treatment plant? It's R what?

LEE: R1-20.

MORRI'S:  R1-20, we could create an R1-30 and R1-40 for sone of
those large | ot subdivisions so that they're not threatened with
people trying to cone in and do R1-6. W can take that --

LOWRY: But as far as property --

MORRI S: They have to conme in, you can't |eave themthere.

LOWRY: -- that's devel oped one to five acres it's -- that's the
Heari ngs Board say they don't know what that is, it's not urban or
rural, and so you got a choice of where you want to put it.

MORRI S:  Ri ght.

PRI DEMORE: Well, that was ny thinking on that particul ar one that

is a potential solution. The other on the -- that we heard a | ot
of testinony about was that Hi nton piece, 50th Avenue. | don't
know that 1'd say it should come out but perhaps reexam ne the
densities that are zoned there. 1'd like to go out and actually

take a | ook at that piece and see if it's as bad as they were

sayi ng, but certainly nore consideration, mybe Rl1-6 is not

appropriate or maybe that isn't an appropriate place right now, but

clearly eventually it will be. | had concerns about Ridgefield

t hat maybe we have put too much there, the Planning Comm ssion has

put too much there in ternms of including that entire Boschma area.
| like the parts that the Port had recomended a coupl e of nonths

ago up, down south of the, south of the golf course, but that

bi gger chunk just seens |like a big chunk.

"' m open to considering additional industrial |and for Battle



Ground. Actually | was nore open to that until | heard that what's
even been tentatively designated there is getting gobbled up with
residential so quickly, but |I think that at |east in jobs portion
in conjunction with a no net |loss policy I would be flexible on

tal ki ng about those things. | think those are the bigger ones that
were issues of discussion that in terns of mapping are still out
there for me. And then there's sonme smaller ones too, but | think
those were the big -- the biggest ones.

STANTON: The biggest one for ne is we cane out of the public
testinmony was it raised a significant question in my mnd as to
whet her we really gai ned anything by noving the popul ation out of
Battl e Ground, especially with the addition of the enploynent | ands
in Ridgefield |I think because just a nunber of things |I've been

t hi nki ng about, the inpact on the school district. W got a letter
fromthe Consortium yesterday nmaybe and it | ooks |ike Battle G ound
wound up under the Planning Comm ssion's proposal with even nore
students, Evergreen wound up with nore, that the popul ation that
wound up on 119th Street is still in the Battle G ound Schoo
District, it still travels on 503, and, Conm ssioner Mrris, |
think you made this point a nunber of times about the inpacts that
we make with growh in our area to 503 and | think there it's
probably nore noticeable than anywhere el se to ne.

The other real downside to it is that we know as a county we don't
have the revenue streans to support additional urban popul ati on and
| have a | ot of concern about that. The Sheriff certainly added a
| ot of concerns on ny part and | think there's a benefit to
residents to being able to be annexed to a city. And so when |

| ook at taking it, the population, away from Battle G ound and
moving it into the unincorporated urban area that we then becone
responsi ble for, ny question has to be can we do a better job of
providing for police services and parks and the kinds of things
that residential devel opnment wants and | can't come up with a
positive answer on that, nor can | see Vancouver annexing it. So
the only other thing would be to give Battle Ground sonme additiona
j ob producing |Iland and do as you've tal ked about on I-5, count on
filling 503 northbound in the norning as opposed to only

sout hbound.

So those were sonme of the things that I was playing wth.

Certainly the biggest road project in the area it |ooks like in the
foreseeable future is the interchange for Battle G ound, as well as
the potential inprovenments to 502, and so, you know, if that's
where the road fund dollars are going to go, then it argues for
putting devel opment where it can take advantage of that. And if
advantage of that is sending traffic and people to go to work in

Ri dgefield, then I'"m going to be okay with the idea of adding

enpl oynent |l and to Ridgefield, although |I got to tell you I still
have a concern about not giving Ridgefield the additional
popul ati on that they need to provide services for since it appears
that they will have the revenues generated there.

And in particular the special purpose district that I have the



bi ggest concern about, and it's no secret to anybody, is school
districts and their funding. And a big reason that | have that
concern is having lived through the devel opnment in East Vancouver
after the | ast adoption of the plan and the fact that we had to go
out and get a $40 mllion bond approved to house all of the
children that came with the population and here | know that Battle
Ground al ready has two schools worth of unhoused students and
anything that we expand their boundary is going to increase the
need for schools, yet we're putting the tax base w thout the
children to be educated in Ridgefield. So unless there were sone
ki nd of a revenue sharing agreenent between school districts that
doesn't seem equitable.

Those are the kinds of things that |1've been struggling with ever
since | heard all of the testinony and went hone again and | ooked
at the maps, the Planning Comm ssion map and the map that we put
together in July, and tried to reason through those maps. And | am
frankly having sonme problens with the Planning Comm ssion's map and
the effects on school districts and the effects on the County as
we | ook at our ability to provide for urban services for
residential.

MORRI S: | absolutely agree with you. | absolutely do. And I'm
happy to hear both you and Conm ssi oner Pridenore talk about nore
j ob producing |lands both for the city of Battle G ound and for the
school district. | was happy.

PRI DEMORE: On the last related concern maybe, Conm ssioner, this
ties on with what you were just saying, but they also elin nated a
| ot of the m xed use zone --

STANTON: Yes.

PRI DEMORE: -- which | know a | ot of developers don't want to do

m xed use, but it's sonmething that starts linking jobs and tax base
with population gromth and I think that we need to reconsi der how
much of that the Planning Conm ssion converted to | ow density
residential.

STANTON:  Yeah, | think you're absolutely right, those are
significant. And then given some of the comrents both at the

Pl anni ng Conm ssion as well as at our hearings and sonme of the
things that we've seen in witing, and | think, Comm ssioner
Morris, you brought it up as well, the whol e question about
building in floodplains. This norning we approved anot her contract
for some additional studies having to do wth floodpl ains and I
know we' ve been working with FEMA to try to nake sure that we know
where the fl oodplains are mapped and | continue to have a concern
about how nmuch devel opment we're allowing to encroach on fl oodpl ain
areas as that's a residual concern | have as | | ook at certain
proposals as well. But, yeah, the loss of the m xed use with the
potential for tax base spread out throughout the community is a
good one.



The di scussion that the Pl anning Conm ssion had about the I think
it was business park zoning and I think it was on 119th and |
particul arly remenber Conmm ssi oner Mss tal king about trying to
conpare East Ri dge Business Park size and how |l ong it has taken to
devel op that and what we were proposing on 119th, and then in
driving around even this weekend | ooking at how busi ness parks can
fit into communities, we don't need to have mamssive, massive acres
of devel opnment into business parks that inpact traffic and the

nei ghbors as nmuch as we need to do the integration that can happen
t hrough m xed use kinds of devel opnments. And maybe as the market's
been trying to tell us or the commercial real estate professionals
have been trying to tell us that it really does cone down to nore
of an integration rather than big bl ocks of devel opnent of one type
or another that actually winds up building a community that you
want to live in. So obviously I'"mnot ready to draw any |ines
today or color in colors on a map. But even if you don't want to
do it, | do want to play around with the ones hanging on the wall

at hone.

PRI DEMORE: Well, we need to sit down at sone point and paint
col ors on a map.

STANTON: Soon.

PRI DEMORE: And your suggestion is quickly after the 1st of the
year, Conmm ssioner Morris? |Is that --

MORRIS: |'m happy to try.

PRI DEMORE: There's sonething we need --

STANTON: | don't want us to conme up with anything that has not
been on a prior map. | don't think we were that far away with our
ori gi nal map.

MORRI'S: Wth 2.

STANTON: Pardon ne?

MORRIS: Wth 2 or with the July map? Which one?

PRI DEMORE: You could go back to all of them

MORRIS: It's hard to say which one was our proposed original map
anynor e.

STANTON:  No, you're right. Now Il'mgoing to have to pull those
ot her maps 1 through 5 out of the closet, | can see that.

PRI DEMORE: My sense is soneplace between the Planning Comm ssion
recomendati on and the July map.

STANTON: The proposed, yeah, | think so too.



PRI DEMORE: That's kind of where I'"'mat. Capital facilities plan
di scussi on? Thoughts?

STANTON: There's work to be done even on ours. | nean | spent
sone tinme on the one for the County. It wasn't that hard to get
t hrough because we were just -- all | renmenber seeing was the

sunmary, not to nmention the fact that it nay be hiding the big
background docunments in one of the many boxes at hone, but we still
have work to do on ours, and certainly we have work fromthe
Cities, and as soon as we | and on sonme good dotted lines | think we
can get help from sonme of the special purpose districts just to

wat ch how nuch it changed for school districts between a need for
30 schools with the Comm ssioners proposed alternative to 34
schools in different districts with the Pl anni ng Conm ssi on
recommendation. | think we owe it to the service providers to
have a good map for themto plan to and give us sone real nunbers.
The part that the public wants to know is what's it going to cost
me. Do | like what's being proposed. Do | like the fact that it
transitioned, that the |land use plan transitions from one use to
another and it makes reasonable sense and it does a fairly good job
of trying to spread | and uses throughout jurisdictions.

The other piece is aml willing to pay for it and we need to know,
| mean we need to provide themw th the information so that they
can know what we're asking themto pay for and approxi mately where
t hose revenues may come from It is a bit scary to | ook at ours
and recogni ze we're going to have to go through the whole

st or mvat er managenent question again in the not too distant future
with a $232 mllion capital facilities need for stormnater
managenent is what | renenber reading, that's pretty significant,
but certainly schools and water and sewer are also significant.

MORRI S: | guess when it cones to the capital facilities planning
|"d like for us to overreach actually or to work with the business
conmmunity in ternms of their participation in the capital facilities
pl an and the fact of the matter is there's sinply not enough noney
avai l abl e publicly to inplenment the plan and there isn't going to
be enough noney avail able publicly so the private sector is going
to have to pick up a bigger share than it has and 1'd |ike to see
that recognized in the capital facilities plan's cal cul ati ons and
|"d like to see the private sector put their pencils and their
best finance people together on this to come up with a very
realistic understanding that there isn't public noney to do it and
there isn't going to be public noney to do it.

| guess the other thing I would |like to see us do when we draw the
lines on the map is take what the business conmunity has been
telling us seriously because they have been telling us repeatedly
that we are not creating enough job producing | ands, that we are
not providing enough | and for population. And they are the ones
who neke this work, we don't do it, we color maps, we approve text,
we give direction to staff, but none of us have had and none of our
staff has had the experience of actually trying to go out and
devel op a piece of land and recruit an industry or a business to



come in and do that kind of thi
they have to be viewed as a | eg
| don't think we can wwite off

ng. They know what they're doing,
itimate partner in this discussion,
their expertise.

STANTON: | agree with you and | don't think we're going to escape
in the end urban hol ding designations without a good fiscally
constrained plan. W need to know where the funding is going to
cone fromin order to make the infrastructure, and in ny mnd, as
|"ve already indicated with nmy di scussions about nore urban
residential growmth for the county, it goes beyond infrastructure
for me, it goes to can we realistically provide | aw enforcenent and
the teachers for the classroons that we get built and all of the
ot her costs that go along with providing a high standard of I|iving,
quality of life for the people who |ive here.

PRI DEMORE: Well, if there's one thing we know is we are not going
to be able to fund all of those things. And we can't fund them for
exi sting popul ation, nmuch | ess added popul ation. The reality is if
we go down that road very far, our only alternative is to do
everything we can not to grow and that is not an option either
under GMA or under our responsibilities. So we're going to grow,
we're not going to have noney to provide those services in a way

t hat peopl e have gotten accustoned to having themand that's a

di scussion we need to have with them

STANTON: Right. And | think that's one of the things -- the main
message Vancouver has been trying to send us is that the way you
grow will influence the cost of that growth and if we were to do
nore like a, and this is really the extreme m nd you, of a
Vancouver B.C. kind of an approach where you don't have to build as
much additional infrastructure, you don't put your noney into the
roads and you have the noney to spend on services. It did not
escape ne, nor did it escape either of you, that when we adopted
our budget for 2004 that instead of building roads with $2.18
mllion we put it over in -- out of the road fund to pay for |aw
enf orcenent on those roads and still the Sheriff is telling us we
don't have enough officers. So certainly if we don't have to spend
t he noney on capital facilities we can invest it in services and
so our planning needs to keep that in mnd to try to maxim ze the

t axpayer's dollar, spend it the way they want to have it spent.

PRI DEMORE: And to a point we can do that. W can't take all of
the road fund, but, yeah.

STANTON: That's right. W' ve taken everything we can right now.
PRIDEMORE: | think we've pretty nuch naxed out on that.

STANTON: Yes, we have.

PRI DEMORE: Well, then what | guess | would suggest is that we
schedul e very shortly after the 1st of the year for a work session

type format essentially like we did in June or July when we just
sat around the table, unrolled the maps, and just wal ked through



area- by-area and see what we can put together.

STANTON: Maybe the way the Planning Conmm ssion did where they were
working fromthe maps that were by area and on those where we have

a certain opinion in or out, we can just explain to each other why

we woul d do sonmething with them sonmething different. It would be

good, I1'd like that format.

PRI DEMORE: Does that sound all right, Comm ssioner Morris?

MORRI S:  Uh- huh.

PRI DEMORE: Okay. That's kind of our direction right now.

LOWRY: \When do you want a draft of a noratorium presented?

STANTON:  You don't have it done now? Didn't you get a chance when
we were doi ng our --

LOWRY: (I naudi bl e).

PRI DEMORE: Well, it's something we would -- | nmean it -- | would
like to take action on it right now.

STANTON:  Ri ght .

LOWRY: Ckay. Can you -- | have to get to the anmbul ance board

ri ght now, but | could put sonething together | think fairly early
t his afternoon.

STANTON: Coul d we continue until 2:007?

LOWRY: Can you neke it 2:307?

STANTON:  2: 30.

PRI DEMORE: We can.

STANTON:  Yes.

PRI DEMORE: And, Louise, you'll have another date, you'll have the
date we can, we could do that exercise?

STANTON: Do you want to do it on a Tuesday or a Wednesday norni ng?
PRIDEMORE: | don't think it matters.

MORRI S: Wi ch exercise? Now I'mconfused. | thought you were
tal ki ng about --

PRI DEMORE: Sitting down with the maps.

MORRI S: -- the maps would be a Wednesday, but you' re tal king about
2:30 this afternoon, M. Lowy?



LOVRY:  Yes.

PRI DEMORE: Just to take action on the noratorium
MORRI S:  Today?

LOVWRY: Right.

PRI DEMORE: Everybody's scranbling right now.

MORRIS: Well, | hope M. Carson is too. A fiscal note would be
appropriate if you could get it in a hurry.

PRI DEMORE: So continuation to 2: 307

STANTON:  Ri ght .

PRIDEMORE: |Is there a notion to that effect?

STANTON:  |I'm just thinking whether it would -- | don't have a
problemw th continuing this neeting. |If we have sone dates that

we m ght want to consider, it mght be helpful to people to |et
t hem know when we're going to continue with the mapping exercise.

PRI DEMORE: Okay. | was -- we could do that now or at 2:30. Yeah,
| don't know that we need to do a work session on a Wednesday in
this case. | nmean we could do it in an afternoon or whenever we
want to do it. But you' ve identified a couple of dates to continue
to?

RI CHARDS: | could probably get some Wednesday dates. |[It's going
to take nme a little time to check all of your cal endars for any

ot her date.

STANTON: Wednesday dates would be good. While she's gone | nove
that we continue the public hearing on the conprehensive plan until
2:30 this afternoon in this room

PRIDEMORE: 1|s there a second?

MORRI S: It's okay.

PRIDEMORE: |'Il take that as a second. It's been nmoved and
seconded to continue this the neeting till 2:30. All in favor

MORRI S:  AYE

STANTON: AYE

PRI DEMORE: AYE

PRI DEMORE: Opposed. Motion passes.

LOARY: |I'mgoing to get to ny other neeting.



STANTON: Thanks, Rich.

(Hearing adjourned until 2:30 p.m)

PRI DEMORE: Good afternoon. |'Il reconvene this hearing of the

Cl ark County Board of Comm ssioners for Decenber 16th to consider
adoption of a noratorium on |and divisions outside of urban growth
areas. Discussion?

STANTON: Did this acconplish --

PRIDEMORE: | think this is --

STANTON: -- what you had intended?

PRI DEMORE: Yes, | think it's adequate.

LOWRY: The only thing I'd add is that it does exenpt pending
appl i cations.

STANTON: | see that.

PRI DEMORE: Those woul d be ones that are vested?

LOWRY: Yes, either vested because they're already fully conplete
or have contingent vesting status because they've gone through
pre-app, which nmeans they have to file a fully conplete
application within six nonths. Those are the current County rul es.
PRI DEMORE: So we can't --

LOARY: You can't fool with them

STANTON: So the ones that have gone through pre-app are
contingently vested?

LOARY: |If they were fully conplete at the pre-app stage.
PRI DEMORE: O her questions or comments?

MORRI'S: Well, | would comment, M. Chairman, that | can't vote for
this. | think it's certainly an inprovenment over the suggestion
that we place a nmoratoriumoutside of city limts, but | sinply
can't do it. Frankly that area where we are experiencing these

subdi vi si on applications was identified at |east a year ago by Eric
Hol mes of the City of Battle Ground who at that tinme encouraged us
to try to wap up our conprehensive plan so that this kind of thing
didn't happen. It isn't |andowners fault that it has taken us so
long to do it, so | don't think it is appropriate that we penalize
| andowners who are only trying to do what they are legally entitled
to do sinply because we can't nmake up our m nd and have taken a
long tinme to do it so. | can wunderstand noratoriunms where you
have traffic failures and have encouraged those in the past, but
this is not a case like that so I'Il be voting no.



PRI DEMORE: And |I think I would have agreed with you under nor mal
ci rcunmst ances, unfortunately because this process is taking |onger

it will definitely make our ability to nmake deci sions on the
conprehensive plan nore difficult if we don't take sonme action now,
we will definitely be facing a continuing noving target, so | feel

this is appropriate.

STANTON: And there are enough noving pieces right now M.
Chai rman, | would nove approval of Resol ution Number 2003-12-20.

PRI DEMORE: Second. It's nmoved and seconded to adopt Resol ution
2003-12-20. All in favor.

STANTON: AYE
PRI DEMORE: AYE

PRI DEMORE: Opposed.
MORRI S:  NO

PRI DEMORE: That concl udes our business this afternoon.

LEE: Wait.

BARRON: M. Chairman, | had the staff draw up a Iist of things
because we kind of went through things fast this nmorning. |If it's
appropriate, M. Chairman, 1'd |like to approach you with this |IS

of your action which was on here.

PRI DEMORE: Certainly. Yeah, actually |I had a couple other itens I
needed to nention as well.

LEE: Okay. What | didis try and list the various sone | think we
had di scussion this norning for exanple 1 and 2, but it would be
nice to confirmthings. | think we just dealt with Nunmber 7, but
there are a variety of other things and I don't know that for
exanple if there are portions of the conprehensive plan text you
think are ready to be adopted that we do it now, perhaps we do that
when we cone back in January, but 1'd like to sort of |ay out the
intent to actually try and deal with as many of these as soon as we
can in the process as opposed to waiting at all for the conpletion
at the end of the process to the extent that that is possible. Do
you want nme to just wal k through these?

PRI DEMORE: Yeah, | think several of these we did take care of this
nmorning at |east verbally and, but let's go ahead and wal k t hrough
t hem

LEE: Okay. There was sonme discussion this norning on Nunmber 1,

t he planni ng assunptions. Does the Board of County Conm ssioners
confirmthe assunptions used to draft the proposed plan; i.e., the
pl an that was in place?



PRI DEMORE: | understood a yes this norning?
STANTON:  Yes.

LEE: Vacant buil dabl e | ands nodel, we have done a run of vacant
bui | dabl e | ands nodel in the proposed plan, the July plan, the
guestion is do we want to request the G S to do a run on the

Pl anni ng Conm ssi on recomrended plan to assess capacity before
drawi ng concl usi ons about potential urban growth boundaries?

PRI DEMORE: Commi ssioner, a no this norning?
STANTON:  No.

MORRI S: And just again for the record I was a "yes" on this one
and a "no" on Nunmber 1.

LEE: Okay. Site-specific requests, the Planning Conm ssion had
recommended that at |east those site-specific requests inside

exi sting urban growth areas for which wwitten or oral testinony was
presented to the Planning Conm ssion that those; i.e., the list of
21, be placed on the 2004 dockets and so the question then do we
want to go forth with that recommendati ons and set these on the
dockets, do we want any additions or deletions before the Board
makes the determ nation? Staff could do a screening identifying we
think these may have nerit, sone may not have nerit, there are

addi tional that have come directly to the Board and did not go

t hrough the Pl anning Conmm ssion process. So direction on those
woul d be appropriate in terns of the process to consider those or
whet her or not to consider them

PRI DEMORE: And the Planning Conmm ssion reconmmended that we
initiate this process in January?

LEE: Yes.
PRI DEMORE: Basically as quickly as we can.

STANTON: \When you said the ones that cane directly to the Board
you're tal ki ng about the --

LEE: There was people that had testified that did not testify at
the Pl anni ng Comm ssion but did testify at the Board about
potential site-specific requests that sone of which are inside
urban growth areas, sone of which are not inside urban growth

ar eas.

STANTON: We're only tal king about a handful if |I'mrenmenbering
correctly.

LEE: | don't have the exact count in ny head. | think there was
about 8 to 10 in addition to the list of 21 that the Pl anning
Conmmi ssi on had forwarded forward.



LOARY: But not all of those were inside.

LEE: | don't know. Again, | don't have the figures on the top of
my head.
MORRIS: Well, | guess | would be willing to go ahead and do the

docket recommendati ons early as the Pl anni ng Comm ssi on suggest ed
and then | would ask you to screen the ones that cane to us late in
the process that had not been to the Pl anni ng Conm ssion and give
recommendati ons on those and then we could either take or not take
your recommendati ons.

PRI DEMORE: | agree with that.

STANTON: Yeah. What was the |ast part, Comm ssioner, that you
sai d?

MORRI S: They can screen them and make staff recommendations --
STANTON: The ones that came to us.

MORRIS: -- on the ones that did not go to the Planning Comm ssion,
then we can decide whether to take the staff recommendati on or not.

LOWRY: Just a real quick coment. The Planning Comm ssion didn't
screen the ones that came to them they just said if it cane to
them all of those should be -- that their recomendati on was that
all of those should go on the docket for consideration early next
year. You may want to have a work session at sone point to screen
all of them all the ones that went to the Planning Comm ssion and
the Board so that if there are sonme that lack any nerit that we're
not spending a bunch of staff and Pl anni ng Conm ssion and public
time on them

MORRIS: M. Lowy, you had three votes for the first time in
nont hs.

STANTON: But that's not a bad thing.
MORRI S:  You want to jeopardize it?

PRIDEMORE: [It's not a bad recommendati on, though, if there are

sone that, it does -- this is an expensive process, | nmean it
normal |y woul d cost these fol ks $5,000 each to even get this
opportunity so | don't knowif I'd rule out that possibility if we

consi der them Although we did, we have all had opportunities to
| ook at all of these.

MORRI S: We've seen them all before, yeah.
STANTON: Well, at least the list of 20 or 21 that started out with

alist of 19, I think that's already been through sone kind of a
sorting process that we've been invol ved in.



LEE: Although the primary sorting criteria was that all the
site-specific requests that we had on file this sumrer we gave
them you know, when the July plan cane out we identified whether
they were addressed in the plan or not and those that testified
directly to the Planning Comm ssion and we urged peopl e the next
step. If they're not in the boundary, the next step was to present
their case before the Planning Comm ssion directly. So the

Pl anni ng Conm ssion screening criteria was only if it's in the
urban growth, if it's in existing urban growmth areas, and if
soneone submtted witten or presented oral testinony during the
Pl anni ng Conm ssi on process, that's the extent of the screening.

LOWRY: And staff hasn't provided any review of any of them

STANTON: That's right. You just rem nded nme the criteria was if

they had put in an application, they were inside the urban growth

boundary, they cane and testified to the Planning Comm ssion, they
stayed on the |list, otherwise they were falling off.

PRIDEMORE: |t was nore a filtration process --
STANTON: Yes, that's a better word.

PRI DEMORE: -- than an eval uation process or anything and so |
woul d still be open to |ooking at ones that staff feels would not
merit continue in that process.

STANTON: So a work session would be a good idea to go through that
list as we typically do on docket itens?

PRI DEMORE: | think so.
MORRIS: Oh, I'Il just go with the flow, M. Lowy, |I'I|l be easy.
PRI DEMORE: That's 3/0. Conprehensive plan text next.

LEE: There was sonme discussion earlier, there are certainly, it
was apparent that not all of the Comm ssioners were confortable
going forth and so | tried to break out sone of the areas where
there's been the nobst discussion. 1(a), there are various tables
and figures that woul d be dependent upon whatever the adopted plan
is that would have to be adjusted. | think that's pretty

strai ghtforward.

Probably the nost significant discussion that we heard at the

Pl anni ng Conm ssi on and al so before the Board was urban hol di ng

| anguage and how that may eventually shake up. | do not think that
we are ready to act on that at this point in time. No net |oss of

i ndustrial land policy, there was a comment about that this

norni ng, personally | think that is a policy decision that could be
made at this time. And then there's the interchange area policy
that the Board -- actually we had brought it to the Board | ast
January and they said integrate it into the conprehensive plan
process, so we have presented that information as well.



PRI DEMORE: The portions that I'm not confortable with the urban
hol di ng | anguage, | think that needs nore discussion and
refinement, and | think there's a need for us to have a nore

| engt hy discussion as a Board in ternms of the no net |oss of

i ndustrial l|ands policy. The interchange area policy and the other
i ssues are acceptable to nme, although I would still like to have

t he di scussion regarding the schools |ocating in residential.

STANTON: That was a, yeah, a code change. The interchange area
policy, if | remenber right the Planning Conmm ssion did not make a
reconmendati on on that?

LEE: That is correct, they forwarded it on w thout a
recomendati on. They cane up with sort of a split vote on that.

STANTON: Right. | want to have nore discussion on all of these.

LEE: Okay. So we'll just table that for the nmonment. Okay. Code
amendnents. One of the booklets that we gave you was the various
code anmendnents and other than, yes, one of the many white binders
t hat you have --

STANTON: It's the skinny one.

LEE: -- that included the recommended changes to the urban hol di ng
districts, m xed use districts, office canpus and busi ness park
districts, the process for establishment of rural industrial |and
banks and changes to the residential in-fill and road nodifications
they kind of worked together and the Pl anni ng Conm ssion was nore
confortable adjusting the road nodification than changing certain

| anguage that staff had proposed in the actual in-fill ordinance.
And then interchange area policy, that if we're going to continue

t he discussion on that, then |I suspect we would continue the

di scussion on the code aspect to that as well at this tinme.

MORRIS: | need to clarify what you' re asking. Are you asking if
we woul d adopt those today or we would be willing to adopt them
early in next year?

LEE: That you would be willing to adopt them early next year for
exanpl e.

STANTON:  And on those (b), (c) and (d) |I think are pretty easy to
go ahead and adopt. The others | think we need nore, at |east sone
di scussion on (e).

PRI DEMORE: Well, |I'm not opposed to, and this your purpose here,
Pat, is that this will mke it easier for the staff to --

LEE: It will be the clear direction so that when we cone back to
you in January, we'll be able to -- everybody woul d know what to

expect in terns of the issues to be discussed.



LOWRY: There's one additional code amendnent that | recall dealing
with the energency ordi nance that the Board enacted for the
concurrency ordinance with Salnon Creek and then it needs to be
made per manent and so that was processed through the Planning

Commi ssion as sort of under this unbrella also.

MORRI S: So that needs to be done?

LOARY:  Yes.

MORRIS: |I'mnore than happy to have the discussions. W have not
-- certainly not closed public testinony before the Board on these
issues. |If anyone wanted to nmke either verbal or witten coment

on any of these code amendnents that we would be tal ki ng about
early on, that would be very wel cone.

PRI DEMORE: And ny thinking on that, Comm ssioner, was that wth
potentially a six-nonth delay on adopting a final |and use and CFP
plan that it would be, and particularly since we will likely conme
up with a final final map next nmonth, that it's going to be nost
appropriate for us to reopen for all public comment on the final,
all the final proposed, so | was going to suggest that this
afternoon as wel | .

STANTON: So timng on the code amendnents, January? Do you want
to deal with themin January?

MORRI S: Yes, if we can.
STANTON: | would like to.

MORRIS: Yes, | would be willing to make every effort to get them
done in January. And | guess | would again say that just because
you gave comments to the Planning Comm ssion doesn't nean you
oughtn't to give themto us as well. In fact it's helpful if you
do.

PRI DEMORE: Pat, it seens to nme if we do need to, if we are going
to go through the whol e process of holding additional public
hearings, although |ast week at the end of this process, that it
woul d be easier to have all of these things all at the sanme tine.
Are you suggesting that we actually adopt this |anguage, | nean

i nformal process?

LEE: Well, | would ask for, I would ask for M. Lowy's advice on
whet her in fact you could adopt the conprehensive plan text.
Certainly you could adopt the code anmendnents, there's no question
t here.

LOWRY: | think that you could adopt portions of the conprehensive
pl an text, there are sone portions that are interlinked with your
deci sions on | and use. The code anmendnents | think are relatively
separate. | nean at this point there's no --



MORRI S:  We could anmend the code whet her we were doing the
conprehensi ve plan or not.

LOARY: Right. | don't think there's any indication at this point
that you are going to be rethinking the sort of m x of zoning code
uses that are here so | think you could adopt these without
foreclosing any options in terns of the plan.

PRI DEMORE: Okay. Well, I"'min agreenment if (inaudible).

LEE: Yeah. Yeah, actually ny intention would be to get us far
down the decision path as possi bl e.

STANTON: | think it would help to have these in place so that
peopl e when they | ooked at the map, they could know what it was we
were tal king about with office canmpus.

LEE: On the backside, Number 8, certainly the capital facilities
di scussion --

PRI DEMORE: Hold on just a second though. On the |and use map, you
ki nd of junped over there, let me just say for fol ks out there that
t he Board has schedul ed a work session for 10:00, January 14th, and
our intention at that work session will be to literally go

| ocati on-by-I|ocation and put together a final final map that wll

i ncorporate sonme of the thoughts of the Planni ng Comm ssion and
sone of the original preferred alternatives and what have you and
that will be what we're marching fromfrom here on out.

LOWRY: Does the Board -- following that is the Board interested in
adopting some sort of menorialization by way of a resolution
stating that the assunptions, these are our assunptions, these are
-- all of these are sort of set and what we're now | ooking at is
whet her or not they can be proved up by capital facilities plan?
That's not final adoption but it gets Pat further down where he
wants to be.

PRIDEMORE: | don't -- and | know where you want to get and |I'm all
in favor of going there, I don't know that you can do a fornmal
resolution that actually locks that in as the discussion goes
forward though, it could be synmbolic which --

LOARY: | think that's right.

PRIDEMORE: -- it seens to ne as the sane as at |east two
Comm ssi oners saying, yes, that is the direction that's been given.
Pat wants sonething with a vote.

MORRIS: Well, | think he did get two things this norning. He got
a 2to 1l vote on the planning assunptions. He got a 2 to 1 vote on
whet her or not to do an avail abl e buil dable | ands nodel. So you've
got those things taken care of. There was a formal notion, it was
done. It's not got a resolution nunber but it's clearly in the
record and it is -- you got your votes, okay. So those two things



are behind you. We do the code amendnments in January. We take
nore comment and adopt code anendnents in January. Comm ssioner

Pridenore, | guess instead of saying is the final final plan,
woul d suggest that we say it is the third proposed alternative, it
is the one for which we will do capital facilities planning. |If

sonething in the capital facilities planning shows that our third
version of a proposed plan is undoable, then we would have to
change it.

PRI DEMORE: Yeah, that was kind of a give away to Pat that there
will be sonething. Just to use the word "final" would make Pat

happy.
MORRIS: It would make him happy, but we've used that word before.

PRI DEMORE: Absol utely.

LEE: | just -- yeah, I'mlooking for a better answer when soneone
calls me up on the phone and says what is the status and | say |
don't know. So I'mtrying to be able to respond to folks with
inquiries with as nmuch informati on as possi bl e.

MORRI S: Have them call Mary.

STANTON: Since it's changed so many tinmes, though, | would think
that it would be inportant for all the jurisdictions to know that
this is nore than a |line through the water. | nean it's, that's
where we've kind of been and this is what we're proposing is we
woul d hope to be something everybody can prove up on a capital
facilities plan. So | guess | want to get a little nore formal so
that the Cities in particular don't feel like they' re going to be
goi ng through an expense. Because it is a big expense --

MORRI S: Sur e.
STANTON: -- for all of them --
MORRI S: No, | think that --

STANTON: -- and that we're going to change it significantly again,
| think it would be inportant to have sonething nore final.

PRI DEMORE: And | want to get there too. |I'mrem nded of a woman's
comments | ast week about, you know, the Pl anning Comm ssion con ng
out with their map that had inpacts for her property, there's a
poi nt where we've got to have a map --

STANTON:  Ri ght .

PRI DEMORE: -- and whether there's little tweaks or sonething then
and hopefully we have that map, that's what |I'mtal ki ng about for a
final.

LOWRY: Maybe for the January work session we can work on a



potential draft of a resolution that and --
PRI DEMORE: All right.

MORRI S: Do you think that we couldn't change a resolution if we
wanted to?

LOWRY: OCh, no, you could. You could. It would be stating the
Board's intent not to if that plan can be proved up.

PRI DEMORE: Synbolismis very inportant. Capital facilities plan,
M. Lee.

LEE: | guess obviously that's probably where we have the nobst work
to do and in nmy opinion the GVA is not all that specific or it is,
you know, all that specific in what the requirenments for a ful
20-year revenue type of analysis are. And so we recognize the hard
concurrency, the sewer, water and transportation obviously nmust be
addressed through that process. School districts, for exanple, do
their 6-year capital facilities plans, they do not do 20-year
capital facilities plans, | doubt they want us to do their 20-year
capital facilities plans for them So the question then becones
what can we provide in terns of a 20-year outlook for this or fire
or stormwater, Sheriff, police, et cetera. W have the Sheriff's
testinmony but that really gets to what are the requirenments of
capital facilities on the 20-year outl ook.

We recogni ze what the capital facilities are for a 6-year
financially bal anced plan, beyond 6 years it's pretty fuzzy in ny
opinion and we're just trying to scope what we need to get done by
the end of the year and perhaps this is a discussion when we cone
back in January that we need to have, you know, kind of with this
as a starting point, what do you want to include in it. W can do
alittle nore research in what m ght our best guess be of what's
required in ternms of the actual reading of the GVA. It says a
6-year financially balanced plan, it does not say a 20-year
financially bal anced pl an.

MORRIS: | think that's right and we have | earned over the | ast
decade that you sinply cannot do precise planning of any kind,
especially when it comes to revenue streans. There have been
significant changes, now there will be significant changes in the
future. The Legislature could at sone point in time nake another
alteration in State |law that would fully fund schools and | eave our
roads with nothing, so six years seens to me to be reasonable to
do. | don't recall, and nmaybe I'm wong, M. Lowy, we had a
capital facilities plan and it did include certain kinds of public
facilities, buildings, but as we proceeded through the process we
al so made alterations, the nost notable of which was to include the
9-1-1 systemin our -- the 800 nmegahertz in our capital facilities
pl an as we progressed. So that is sonmething that is nore easily
anended than the | and use map to adjust a change in circunstances.

LOARY: Right. And those weren't included as a capital facilities



element. And I'mtrying to renenmber what it was called, some -- it
was cal led sonme financing docunent in the GVA, but it's not, this
building is not a capital facility for purposes of GVA, nor is the
Sheriff. It's obviously legitinmte considerations but they' re not
subject to the rigorous requirenment that we have bal anced CFPs.

PRI DEMORE: That would be ny preference is to continue with the
capital facilities plan policies or how, what's included in that
with what we've had, what we have currently, and then handl e those
ot her issues in that separate kind of financial outl ook.

STANTON: Just so that we have an awareness, if we have this kind
of a population the likelihood is we're going to have to have -- |
mean | would include jail facilities in that, but you're not going
to be able to say how we're going to pay for it. But it's like the
si x-year fiscally constrained plan, but then beyond that a |ist of
projects. And | think that's on the County's plan, that's where we
have started to go, it's nore of an awareness.

LOARY: Right. There is a tie-in in that REET, you can only spend
that if it's identified in the plan, but it doesn't need to be
identified as one of the CFPs that we're required to have the

si x-year constrained plan for.

PRIDEMORE: That is an issue. |If it is a facilities issue |ike
that, though, that needs to be added to the capital facilities

plan. W can do that as a docket item not as a update to the

conprehensi ve plan process; right?

LOARY: If it's budget rel ated, yes, and nobst of these would be.
MORRIS: | can't renenber, is stormwater called out in GVA?
LOVWRY: Not as a CFP

MORRI S:  Yeah, that's what | thought. OCkay.

LEE: | would ask for sonme direction actually. | got an E-nai

from Jeroen shortly after this norning' s neeting, they do have a
20-year capital facilities plan with financing and they have
progranmed to nove forward with sone projects before the six nonths
may be up, so the question is can we go ahead and nove forward with
that? And perhaps is a question for Rich again.

LOWRY: | think you -- although I think you could at this point
deci de that you're going to close testinmny on part CFP and adopt
it.

MORRI'S: Well, we've had sone recent discussions about whether or
not -- |'ve had sone recent discussions about whether or not |
wanted to stick with the capital facilities, parks capital
facilities plan or m ght prefer to divert some of that noney that's
preprogramred certainly to the ball fields project at the park, it
is an option for us, so without that opportunity to have sone



further discussion on it |I wouldn't want to just say, yeah, we can
go ahead and adopt that capital facilities plan.

LOARY: |If you want to keep the option open, though, | think so far
you've continued fromyour |ast public hearing to a --

deli berations to this nmorning to this afternoon, once we get back
into it next year at sone point we're going to have to
re-advertise. | think if you wanted to keep the option open, you
m ght want to consider continuing this session solely for the

pur pose of considering adopting the parks CFP to a tinme and date
certain.

PRI DEMORE: And what are the issues with that? | nean why the rush
for parks? 1Is it just an eagerness to have sonething conpl eted?

LEE: | think it may have to do with expenditures of inpact fees as
much as anyt hing that have been already collected and are nearing
their time for being spent, otherwise it will have to be refunded.

PRI DEMORE: So there need to be changes incorporated in the CFP in
order to do that?

LEE: There is, yes. The Planning Conm ssion reviewed a revised
project list that the Vancouver Clark Parks had presented that
reprogramred sonme of their priorities.

MORRI S:  And we haven't seen that?

LEE: It was transmtted as part of the capital facilities work.

MORRI S: Right. But we haven't had -- we have not had a di scussion
about it?

LOARY:  No.
STANTON: Are you sure? Because |I'msitting here thinking we had a

work session on it and | thought we had actually adopted it, but I
guess we haven't.

LEE: It would not surprise ne if you had had a work session on it
STANTON: | think we did.

LEE: -- but in ternms of an actual hearing | don't know that you
have.

LOWRY: You may have done the regional part earlier this year and
this is the |ocal.

PRI DEMORE: So do we want to --

MORRIS: Well, | could understand parks but wanting to get started,
but only parts of it are at risk through the inpact fees. So if



there are parts of it where inpact fees are at risk and we need to
advance | understand that, but just in terns of the use of the

| ong-range capital facilities for parks, at this point in tinme they
do not include significant investnment in ball fields absent a new
revenue streamand for ne that is becom ng such a priority issue
that | would like us to have a very thorough discussion about
maki ng those switches in the capital facilities plan, that's ny
poi nt .

LOARY: And | am not sure that that's sonething that can be
addressed through this recomendati on because the Parks splits
theirs between their regional and their essentially PIF --

LEE: Ur ban.

LOWRY: -- funded programs and | think the ball fields fall into
the former and | think what's now pendi ng.

MORRI S: Right. Because we don't -- right.

LOVNRY: Right.

MORRI S: But there may be sone funds that are currently being used
for urban parks that could be used for ball fields but they aren't

programmed to do that right now, so that's my only point. And
they're not going to | ose them between now and January, are they?

LEE: No, | don't believe so. But if it extended six nonths there
may be.

STANTON:  And we have a work session if | remenber right, Bill,
scheduled. It may even be in January with Parks; correct?

BARRON: | don't know if it's in January. W can certainly check.

MORRI S: Does this help themif we say that it would be our intent
to adopt the Parks' capital facilities plan as early in the year as
possi bl e and that we would make that a priority over the other
parts of the capital facilities plan? Wuld that nmake them happy?

LOWRY: But part of it, our l|legal conundrumis that GVA only
technically all ows once a year reopening of the conp plan,
including capital facilities plans, unless you can fall within one
of the exceptions. Now parks nay be able to fall in one of the
exceptions, they did one tinme before. One of themdeals with if

t he amendnents i s undertaken in conjunction with a budget action.
But there are risks in --

PRI DEMORE: Well, if there's sonme --

MORRI'S: Well, then would that risk exist if we do what Parks woul d
li ke us to do and adopt their part now, that risk? | mean if it's
a timng issue that exists whether it's now or January 15th or,
does it not?



LOWRY: Yes.

PRIDEMORE: |If there is sonething that we are going to |ose PIF

noney or sonething, |1'd be interested in going ahead and adopti ng
the Parks' capital facilities plan. |[If there's not, | get
unconfortable if we start piecenealing this thing out. |'d rather

cone to a point in May or June where we hold new hearings and we
adopt whatever we're going to adopt, that would be ny preference
rat her than pieceneal it off, but if we have to to preclude
sonet hi ng negative happening, then that's fine by ne.

STANTON: They actually have three work sessions scheduled with
Parks in January, |'m sure we can nmake an adjustment to one of them
to pursue it (inaudible) --

MORRIS: And | think one of those is on this issue, it's certainly
on use of real estate excise tax.

STANTON:  Yes.
LEE: Okay. We'll convey that to the Parks Departnment.
PRI DEMORE: Do you need anything el se?

LEE: That's all | have. No, that's very hel pful. Thank you for
i ndul gi ng mne.

PRI DEMORE: Okay. So you'll get back to us on whether or not we do
need to take that whatever formal actions so we can get that public
notice out. |'m suggesting we're not going to continue today this
hearing to a date certain, but if we do come up to a point where we
have to take some sort of action on sonme piece of this, you'll |et
us know and - -

LOARY:  Yes.
MORRI S: They' Il advertize it early.
LOARY: We'd treat it as being still part of the 2003 process.

PRI DEMORE: All right. Then we're set for work session to do the
map agai n January 14th, 10:00 a.m Any other questions or
comment s?

STANTON:  Now how are we | eaving this hearing because we'
in a hearing? Are we actually closing this now and we wi
renotice later?

re still
[ ]

PRI DEMORE: That's what |'m suggesting.
STANTON:  All right.
PRI DEMORE: Okay. Then without objection we are adjourned.



(At 3:00 p.m hearing adjourned.)
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